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Dear Chairman Ke&nsa\gﬂ,o\‘ AL Fig .OFmE:gaa COMMIBSION

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennard, %“‘w% Oy

1 am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations gramdfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in

the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,

Posare Meoge

R%(CLM. ('7“55’"’%—
RSS E. Mleap LTl

flaastft Az 8loo 5 roc: L/
SR0% 774-6S 4>~ o Sl rocd_ 2




Page 3

£X Pi:\%Tﬁ OAQ/}_AI% @E% g
<ecenyg,  ORIGINAL
@ January 14, 2000
MAR - ¢ 2000
Dear Chairman Kennard, ;‘!wdﬁsmm CoMMIGgION

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, whish calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20t meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this fepresents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in

the NPRM issued last Japuary.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennard, S g, § 2009
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I am a supporter of a low power FM J i i ined i %%%
pporte power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC 3™
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has Placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Keonard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. 1 urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in

the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennard, E“gﬁfio:, %%2 00p

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FC(S:{%M"%
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

1t has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has becn an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. [ urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote Japuary 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully, |
/W«,7/W£ |

BEIAY Ahwickl
Ho3 &5 [ EKEOUX
FLAGSTAFE AZ Booo/

Na. of Copi .
ustgacooféesmelL

——
e




20 ‘08 18:43 AM EX PARTEOHLATEF'LED Page 2

” N . ORIGINAL
/i fiszz > REC,

b
4

January 144ﬁ)/$)0 @V;ED@

| g, 62y
Dear Chairman Kennard, # Ong, 0‘:#;;,”%

1 am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio scrvice as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Walt commercial and non-commercial LPEM stations sation wide.

it has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20™ meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watls is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate o meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few ycars ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations eperating within guidelines
cause inlerference?

| would remind you that there has been an overwhclming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations -
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comsaents than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justicc Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. 1 urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

1 would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issucd last January.

90F S ceamit

Fley sl A2 No. of Copies ro:
v G oo List ABGDE ® "¢ d\é&/

_\“\

S




Poge 3

‘g0 10:44 AM CX PARTE CR LATE FILED
d
M 29-25  ORIGINAL
January 1%51!,4‘
Map _ p 5@
Dear Chairman Kennard, T 2000
P i

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FC %%
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, whidl calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations n#ftion wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20™ meeting. [ ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and Eeﬂainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to b with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations gran ered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming aumber (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. [ urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I' would bope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in

the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennard, R MAR - ~ 6 2000
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (quﬁll) radio service as outl1nedi’ﬁﬁt@feul?m;%{‘““’“”‘m
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. 1 urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,

\)oﬁth L dngham
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Dear Chairman Kennard, unRiaR
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (Bﬁ% radio service as outlined in the

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20™ meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennard, P G m
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I am a supporter of a low pc?wer FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FW”’

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,

Kevin K alines
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Dear Chairman Kennard, , 0’;5%"% COgi.

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25,; which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations pation wide. -

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this isdbe on the agenda of it's Jan.
20™ meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, abd certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other smail ‘communities in the West

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness

the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
il fkating within guidelines

generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM s
cause interference?

"I would remind you that there has been an overwl umber (thousands) of
ht and 100 Watt stations

comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more oﬁ:@tban in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, Na Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal. .

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department shqpld investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the miindate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition. i

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. 1 urge you not to bow to this misguidg political pressure. The
legistation is sure to foltow the same path toward oblivion as thejfa ingpill Iast year.

] would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for in it¥¥full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January. '
Respectfully, 4 *
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Dear Chairman Kennard,

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20™ meeting. | ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC o
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Obio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. 1 urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

1 would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in

the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the g@@@'
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issuc on the agenda of it's Jam.
20™ meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Waltts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines

X PARTE OR LATE FILED

Dear Chairman Kennard,

cause interference?
1 would remind you that there has been an overwhelming pumber (thousands) of

comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issucd last January.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennard, "y o ~6 2000
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined f;ﬁc&%@%
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000 i
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. [ am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. | urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

{ would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in

the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in ti’@%@@%

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stalions nation wide,

It bas come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeling. | ask you to consider that providing ouly for stations with maximnum power of 100
Watls is inadequate to address the need of the Ainerican people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the ycars of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelincs
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has becn an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments (iled in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations -
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Departinent should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC (o
prevent competition, but, to promote competition. '

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create (his
needed class of broadcasting. 1 urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
Jegislation is sure to follow thc same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in

the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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I am a supporter of a 1 M i i ined in OFIMW

pporter of a low power (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the Fw&m
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
commeants filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. [ am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. [ urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in

the NPRM issued last January.

Respec%

Bl (GoBLS

Dear Chairman Kennard,
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Dear Chairman Kennard,

| am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeling. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Walls is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Wituess
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could I.PFM stations operating within guidelines

cause inlerference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of

comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stalions -

as sct forth in the FCC's NPRM. [ am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remnember, it is not the mandate of the [FCC to
preveut competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attenhon that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. 1 urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respegyfully
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1 am a supporter of a low power FM (I.PFM) radio service as outlined in th%w

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20™ meeling. | ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Waltls is inadequatc to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a {ew years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could I.PFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference? ‘

[ would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proccedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations -
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

‘Ihe people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in (o political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to proniote compelition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. [ urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressire. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in

the NPRM issued last January.

Dear Chairman Kennard,

Respectlully,
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Dear Chairman Kenpard, PEDERAL CommaunicaTions COMMISSION

I am a supporter of a Iow power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeling. I ask you to consider that providing ounly for stations with maximum power of 100
Walls is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations vperating within guidelines

cause inlerference?

[ would remind you that there has been an overwhelming nwinber (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations -

as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. 1 am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even croate this
necded class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,

% ta Al Cav
}S?J‘.A&-_&\‘
A2 £L430(

fz S e Lo SLCopios rocy (T [
--—‘-_b~‘—--mMM?up&w

WYy B1:21 @e.

aBog

Be




. pAMTEORLATEFILED

RIGINAL ~ mmad-s

O ' RREGENED
MAR - 6 2000

PEBEBALW“MW

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as oullined%%gﬁw
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

[t has come to my altention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20™ meeting. | ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Walls is inadequate to address the nced of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interfercnce! Witiiess
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference? .

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations -
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. [ am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, lo promote competition.

Chairnan Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. | urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legistation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPEM in it's full form as proposed in

the NPRM issued last January.

Dear Chairman Kennard,

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennard, ‘
PRDERAL comnmum COMMIBSION

1 am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined m"‘ﬁﬁ*&‘ﬁ‘
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt cominercial and non-commercial I.LPFM stations nation wide.

Jt has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. | ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Walts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandlathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines

cause (nterference?

[ would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of

comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Walt stations -

as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. [ am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
procecding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and lo ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promole competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennard, PROERAL oy v

1 am a supporler of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notjce of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watls is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagsta(f and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generaling no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelincs
cause interference?

| would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
procecding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to iguore this public mandatc and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justicc Department should jnvestigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition. ‘

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Obio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
necded class of broadcasting. 1 urge you not to bow to this misgujded political pressure. The
Jegislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

1 would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it’s full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last Janvary.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennard, PHOERAL COMMUMCATIONS
COMMISSIGN

| am & supporter of a low power FM (LI'FM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation widc.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20™ meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Walts is inadequate o address the necd of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small contmunities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witncss
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could 1.PFM stations operating within guidelines
causc interference?

1 would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proccedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stalions
as set Torth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
procecding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public.Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcastcrs were in favor of the proposal. ‘

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced Icgislation designed to remove proper authorily from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. 1 urge yoﬁ not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

1 would hope that the FCC will vole January 20 for LPFM in iU's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennard, * FEOERAL WM';lFNcam COMMIESON
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

! am a supporter of a low power FM (LLPFM) radio scryice as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has conte to iy attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20™ meeting. 1 ask you to consider that providing only for slations with maximum power of 100
Watlts is inadequate 1o address the nced of the American people, nnd certainly inadequate to meel
ihe needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communilies in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition :has nothing to do with intcrference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no inlerference complaints. How could LI'FM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelining number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations -
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represenls more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcaslers were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and Lo ignore this public mangdate apd cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Depart{nl siijuld investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competilion, but, to promote compelition. \

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
necded class of broadcasting. 1 urge you not lo bow lo this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

1 would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LLPF'M in it's full form as proposed in

the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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PEDERAL COMMUNICA .

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as ouﬂim%"ﬁw
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jan.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to

Dear Chairman Kennard,

prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
peeded class of broadcasting. 1 urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in

the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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